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4 Comments and Responses to the Draft 
EIR 

This section contains copies of the comment letters received on the Draft EIR on the 2001 
Regional Transportation Plan (2001 RTP) and the responses to them. Each comment letter is 
numbered, and each individual comment is lettered in the right-hand margin. The pages 
following the letter list the responses to the comments using the same number-letter 
combination. 

Where possible, the information and/or revisions suggested in these comment letters have been 
incorporated into the Final EIR. These revisions are included in Section 2 of this document. 

All documents incorporated herein by reference are available for review at the MTC offices 
located at: 

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 
101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, CA 94607  
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LETTER 1 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, AUGUST 31, 2001 

1-A The requested language regarding consultation with the Department of Fish and Game 
for State-listed, candidate, or otherwise special status species has been incorporated into 
the revised mitigation measure for Impact 2.5-3 in Section 2 of this document. 
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LETTER 2 DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, SEPTEMBER 
19, 2001 

2-A As noted in this comment letter, the issues it raises regarding historical assessments, 
surveys, or other requirements prior to implementation of specific future transportation 
projects under the RTP, will be addressed in the site-specific environmental review of 
those projects. Language addressing these comments has been incorporated into the 
revised mitigation measure for Impact 2.6-1 in Section 2 of this document. 

2-B Please refer to the response to comment 2-A. 

2-C Please refer to the response to comment 2-A. 

2-D Please refer to the response to comment 2-A. 

2-E Comment noted. MTC will consult with the Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(“DTSC”) on future projects regarding issues relevant to DTSC’s statutory authority as 
necessary and appropriate. 

2-F Comment noted. 
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LETTER 3 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, SEPTEMBER 
28, 2001 

3-A As noted in this letter, most of its comments concern the substance of the RTP itself, not 
the Draft EIR which provides environmental review of that plan. To the extent these 
comments raise environmental issues, responses are provided below. Responses to these 
comments on the RTP are provided separately. See Appendix F. Note: MTC has made 
several corrections to the RTP’s Committed Funding investments in response to Caltrans’ 
project-specific comments. In particular, SHOPP-funded projects will be added to 
Committed Funding. These corrections will be reflected in the final RTP. 

3-B Comment noted. This EIR—which analyzes the potentially significant impacts of the 
adoption of the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan by the MTC—is a program EIR, as 
defined by section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, and is intended to be used as the 
general environmental assessment of the overall program of projects presented in the 
2001 RTP. (See California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines (December 1999), pp. 23-24 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092.) While this 
EIR is intended to simplify the process of preparing subsequent EIRs and Negative 
Declarations, it is not intended to relieve individual project sponsors—including the 
Department of Transportation—acting as the lead agency from the responsibility of 
completing more precise, project-level analysis to fulfill the requirements of CEQA 
and/or NEPA. 

The analysis of visual resources in this EIR—which was also conducted for the 1998 and 
1994 RTP EIRs—is not intended to make the process for environmental approval of 
projects more complicated. As with the analysis of any other environmental impact area 
included in this EIR, detailed, project-specific environmental analysis would be expected 
to take precedence over the programmatic analysis used in this EIR. In its role as a project 
sponsor and lead agency, the Department of Transportation will be obligated to look 
more closely at a range of environmental impact areas, including visual resources, for 
individual transportation projects within its jurisdiction. 

3-C This comment is addressed in the modified Figure 2.4-3 in Section 2 of this document. 

3-D Comment noted. Most noise literature indicates that a 3 decibel level change is 
perceptible to the average person under normal circumstances. Typically, a doubling in 
traffic volume would produce an increase of 3 decibels if, for example, traffic speed 
remains constant in all lanes. The specific noise impacts of each project must be analyzed 
based on the specific proposal and its particular circumstances. 
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3-E This comment is addressed in the revised mitigation measure for Impact 2.8-2 in Section 
2 of this document. 
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LETTER 3.1 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION DIVISION OF 
NEW TECHNOLOGY AND RESEARCH, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

3.1-A This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues under 
CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 
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LETTER 4 BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, SEPTEMBER 
28, 2001 

4-A Comment noted. 

4-B Particulate matter of less than 10 microns in diameter (“PM10") from mobile sources is 
projected to increase by 42.8 percent between 1998 and 2025, from 64.0 to 91.4 tons per 
day because the projected rate of growth in vehicle miles of travel (“VMT”) is 48.5 
percent over this 27-year period. The growth in VMT in the Bay Area is due to both the 
substantial increases in population (22.5 percent), total employment (40.0 percent), labor 
force (37.1 percent), as well as the location of growth which contributes to the length of 
trips (average vehicle trip lengths for commute trips are expected to increase from an 
average of 10.0 miles per trip in 1998 to 11.5 miles per trip by 2025, a 14.9 percent 
increase). In addition, real growth in household auto ownership is predicted to increase 
by 28.2 percent. Thus, demographic forces primarily account for increased PM10 
emissions due to additional VMT.  

With only a 5 percent increase in roadway lane miles in the RTP between 1998 and 2025, 
the RTP does not contribute to significant additional vehicle activity. Rather, as noted in 
the Draft EIR, without implementation of the RTP, PM10 emissions are expected to 
increase substantially due to projected regional growth and the attendant increase in 
travel, which the Draft EIR identifies as a significant impact on a cumulative basis. 
Implementation of the 2001 RTP will mitigate the significance of cumulative PM10 
emissions because it includes programs and projects to reduce the growth in VMT. 

Further, MTC welcomes Air District initiatives to address increased PM10 emissions due 
to additional VMT caused by demographic forces. Without major economic and social 
disruptions, it would be infeasible to reduce VMT in a way that would avoid the region’s 
projected PM10 increases. Yet, the issue of increasing PM10 emissions is a state and 
nationwide regulatory issue. Research in tire and pavement technology could be 
productive, as could research in highway maintenance procedures and protocols. 

4-C Comment noted. 

4-D Growth in VMT is caused primarily by changes in socio-economic characteristics (see the 
Response to Comment 4-B). Even with the substantial investment in new transit capacity 
evaluated in the Blueprint 1 Alternative, cumulative PM10 emissions only decrease from 
91.4 tons per day to 91.1 tons per day in 2025. The projected increases in population, 
jobs, and income are the main contributors to the rise in VMT, the corresponding 
increase in PM10 emissions, and the associated increased public health risk. The overall 
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transportation investment strategy in the RTP is expected to decrease projected PM10 
emissions on a cumulative basis by including programs and projects to reduce the growth 
in VMT. 

This comment is further addressed in revisions to the discussion of Impact 2.2-2 in 
Section 2 of this document. 
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LETTER 5 CITY OF ALAMEDA, SEPTEMBER 27, 2001 

5-A The Tinker Avenue Extension has been removed from Table 2.10-9. Please refer to the 
revised table in Section 2 of this document. 
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LETTER 6 MIRIAM L. GHOLIKELY, MEMBER, MTC ADVISORY COUNCIL AND 
MCAC, SEPTEMBER 26, 2001 

6-A This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this RTP comment is provided separately. See Appendix F. 
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 LETTER 7 CHRISTOPHER PEDERSON, SEPTEMBER 28, 2001 

7-A Planning future land uses is outside MTC’s scope of authority, however, and is not a 
purpose of the 2001 RTP. (See California Transportation Commission Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines (December 1999), pp. 2-3.) Rather, metropolitan planning 
regulations and conformity regulations require that MTC use the latest planning 
assumptions in the long range plan and air quality analysis of the RTP. (See also CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G.) Thus, the transportation improvements proposed in the RTP 
are consistent with the projected and planned growth in the Bay Area, as identified by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (“ABAG”) (http://www.abag.ca.gov) in 
consultation with local governments, who determine which lands are available for new 
development.  

The 2001 RTP does not – and cannot – alter the amount of land allocated for 
development in local land use plans. At most, a small number of transportation 
improvements in the 2001 RTP could have a localized effect on the timing of 
development in areas that depend on new access. (See Draft EIR, pp. 3-15 - 3-16.) Site-
specific environmental review of these projects and their localized effects will be 
conducted as described in the Draft EIR. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 1-2 - 1-3, 1-6 - 1-7.) 
Please also refer to the responses to comments 8-U and 8-W. 

7-B Please refer to the responses to comments 7-A and 14-A. 

7-C The Draft EIR was prepared to inform decision-makers of the potentially significant 
environmental consequences of the 2001 RTP. Toward that end, Chapter 2.11 of the Draft 
EIR provides a detailed discussion of the relationship between the transportation 
improvements proposed in the RTP and land use, and evaluates the general land use 
implications of the proposed RTP and a range of alternatives. Specifically, beginning on 
page 2-170, the Draft EIR discusses urbanization impacts that could result from changes 
in accessibility made by some transportation improvements. (See also Draft EIR, pp. 2-
165 - 2-177 (Section 2.11, Land Use); id. at pp. 3-15 - 3-16 (discussing potential growth-
inducing impacts).) The transportation improvements proposed in the RTP are 
consistent with the projected and planned growth in the Bay Area, as identified by ABAG 
in consultation with local governments, who determine which lands are available for new 
development. Please also refer to the response to comment 7-A. 

7-D Pursuant to Government Code section 65080, the RTP includes a Financial Element that 
summarizes the cost of implementing the projects in the RTP considering a financially 
constrained environment. (See California Transportation Commission Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines (December 1999), pp. 21-22.) In certain program 
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elements such as the Regional Transit Expansion Policy (RTEP) cost-effectiveness was 
used as a criteria for project selection.  The Draft EIR does not further speculate as to the 
cost effectiveness of other transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP or its 
alternatives; nor would such speculation lead to any further meaningful environmental 
analysis at this conceptual, programmatic planning stage.   

7-E An EIR for any project subject to CEQA review must consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project that offer substantial environmental advantages over the project 
proposal, and may be “feasibly accomplished in a successful manner” considering the 
economic, environmental, social and technological factors involved. (Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 566 (“Goleta II”); Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21061.1.) The discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the 
requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of 
reasonableness. The statute does not demand what is not realistically possible given the 
limitation of time, energy, and funds. (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of 
Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. 
(f)(3) (an EIR need not consider an alternative whose implementation is remote and 
speculative).) 

Infeasibility does not mean impossibility; an alternative or mitigation measure that is 
undesirable or impractical from a policy standpoint may be rejected as infeasible. (City of 
Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 416 (the concept of “feasibility” 
necessarily involves an agency policy-making body’s view as to what is desirable); see also 
A Local and Regional Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 16 Cal.App.4th 630, 639; 
Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, CEB, Vol. 1, § 
17.21, p. 659.) 

The System Management Alternative was defined in response to public comments 
requesting that MTC analyze an alternative that could be more environmentally 
protective than the proposed Project alternative. MTC defined the System Management 
Alternative to consist of more regional express buses, congestion pricing on the Bay 
bridges (to fund the buses and move traffic out of the peak hours), and reversible lanes 
for some freeways instead of full widening. (See, e.g., MTC Planning and Operations 
Committee Meeting of September 14, 2001 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092), p. 2.) Two 
highway projects were also deleted as suggested by some members of the public: (1) a 
fourth bore for the Caldecott Tunnel and the RTP-funded portion of the Hayward 
Bypass. MTC looked at this alternative in an effort to be responsive to public comments, 
notwithstanding its likely infeasibility due to social, technical, and economic factors that 
make its implementation remote. (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 566; Residents Ad Hoc 
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Stadium Committee, supra, 89 Cal.App.3d at p. 286; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.6, subd. (f)(3).) 

Furthermore, analysis of the System Management Alternative in the Draft EIR 
determined that it is, at best, only marginally environmentally superior to the RTP 
Project at a regional scale, and cannot feasibly be accomplished in a successful manner at 
this time. (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 566; Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee, 
supra, 89 Cal.App.3d at p. 286; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f)(3).) 

7-F The 2001 RTP is comprised of transportation projects and programs that reflect six broad 
policy goals: (1) improve mobility for persons and freight; (2) improve safety for system 
users; (3) promote equity for system users; (4) enhance sensitivity to the environment; (5) 
sustain the economic vitality of the region; and (6) promote vital and livable 
communities. (See California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines (December 1999); Gov. Code, §§ 14522, 65080; see also Title 23, Section 134(f) 
of the U.S. Code (describing transportation planning factors required to be reflected in 
the RTP pursuant to federal law).) Supporting the movement of people and goods with 
relative ease and in a reliable manner is the most essential function of the 2001 RTP. 

The Draft EIR comprehensively evaluates the traffic/transportation impacts of the Project 
and a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to CEQA. Four significance criteria have 
been identified to measure mobility, accessibility, traffic increase in relation to existing 
traffic load and capacity of the road system as follows: (1) average travel time per trip; (2) 
number of work opportunities by auto and transit; (3) vehicle trips; and (4) vehicle miles 
traveled at level of service F. The “number of work opportunities by auto and transit” 
criterion measures accessibility. A highly comprehensive and detailed analysis of 
accessibility factors is also included in a companion report to the 2001 RTP entitled 
Performance Measures Report for the 2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (August 
2001) ( incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and 
Public Resources Code section 21092), which reflects the efforts of a working group to 
link performance measures to all of the RTP goals. Please also refer to the response to 
comment 7-A regarding land use planning vs. transportation planning issues. 

7-G Under CEQA, an EIR must identify and focus on the possible significant impacts of a 
proposed project. (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126, subd. (a), 15126.2, subd. (a); Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21100, subd. (b)(1).) “The significant effects should be discussed with 
emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of occurrence.” (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15143; see also Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002.1, subd. (e), 21100, subd. (c); 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15128.) Accordingly, the Draft EIR for the RTP appropriately focuses 
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on regional and corridor impacts rather than highly localized impacts, which are not 
likely to be adverse or significant for pedestrian and bicycle trips. 

The RTP programs provide substantial funding ($540 million) for a variety of bike and 
pedestrian improvements.  In addition, the RTP includes transportation programs like 
the Transportation for Livable Communities (“TLC”) program that fund planning and 
capital projects to encourage walkable and bike-friendly neighborhoods and downtowns, 
mixed-use development, and compact housing located adjacent to public transportation. 
MTC also promotes coordination and integration of transportation and land use 
planning through participation in the Regional Agencies Smart Growth Initiative as well 
as through its Housing Incentive Program (“HIP”). (Draft EIR, pp. 2-176 - 2-177.) Please 
also refer to the responses to comments 8-U and 8-W. 

7-H Please refer to the responses to comments 4-B, 4-D, and 8-M. 
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 LETTER 8 SIERRA CLUB BAY AREA CHAPTER, SEPTEMBER 28, 2001 

8-A Metropolitan planning regulations and conformity regulations require that MTC use the 
latest planning assumptions in the long range plan and air quality analysis of the RTP. 
(See also CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.) The development of regional demographic and 
land use projections is the responsibility of ABAG. To produce the land use data for 
Projections 2000, for instance, ABAG continually collects data on current land use and 
development policies of local governments (such as general and specific plans, local 
zoning regulations, sewer hookup moratoria, building permit allocation measures, and 
growth initiatives). MTC has based its transportation and environmental analysis on the 
demographic and land use projections included in ABAG’s Projections 2000. There are no 
other adopted land use forecasts produced by ABAG that could be substituted for these 
projections. 

Additionally, in the fall of 2000, MTC joined four other regional agencies–ABAG, the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (http://www.baaqmd.gov), the San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (http://www.bcdc.ca.gov), and the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2)–as well as the Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable 
Development (http://www.bayareaalliance.org), in developing a set of smart growth land 
use options for the future. If adopted by ABAG, MTC will use this scenario in future 
Regional Transportation Plans and EIRs. 

8-B Continuing auto dependency is neither an objective nor a reasonably foreseeable physical 
environmental effect of the proposed project. Rather, the 2001 RTP includes programs 
and projects to reduce auto dependency and anticipated increases in VMT. Furthermore, 
federal and state health-based air quality standards account for all segments of the 
population, including young and old. Mobile source related emissions from all criteria 
pollutants except PM10 are projected to decrease substantially in the future due to 
improved automobile engines and fuels. As noted in the Draft EIR, without 
implementation of the RTP, PM10 emissions are expected to increase substantially due to 
projected regional growth and the attendant increase in travel, which the Draft EIR 
identifies as a significant impact on a cumulative basis. Implementation of the 2001 RTP 
will mitigate the significance of cumulative PM10 emissions because it includes programs 
and projects to reduce the growth in VMT. 

8-C This comment identifies socioeconomic concerns that are outside the CEQA purview. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15131, subd. (a), 15382; see also Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21100, 
subd. (d), 21151, 21080, subd. (e).) Nevertheless, general mobility issues for minority and 
low income residents are addressed in a report entitled Environmental Justice Report of the 
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2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (September 2001), incorporated herein by 
reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 
21092. (See also Meeting Minutes, Environmental Justice Advisory Group, January 17, 
2001; and Transportation Justice Working Group/MTC correspondence, February 5, 
2001 through July 2, 2001 (incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092).) 

8-D Please refer to the response to comment 8-A. 

8-E The travel pattern data shown in Tables 2.1-1 and 2.1-7 on pages 2-2 and 2-10 of the 
Draft EIR are based on daily travel patterns, not peak hour trips. The average travel times 
shown in Table 2.1-7 are based on a weighing of peak period and off-peak period travel 
times. 

8-F Table 2.1-8 on page 2-11 of the Draft EIR shows the accessibility of Bay Area households 
to activities by means of auto and transit. This comment is further addressed in the 
revisions to Table 2.1-8 in Section 2 of this document. 

8-G The requested information has been provided through extensive consultation and public 
outreach efforts (see, e.g., MTC Public Outreach & Involvement Program — Phase 1 
Summary Report, June 2001; MTC Public Outreach Notebook, April 2000 (incorporated by 
reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code 
section 21092) and the resultant evaluation of a range of alternatives, considering 
different types and levels of transit service. Changes in transit supply levels for these 
alternatives are shown in Table 3.1-1 on page 3-2 of the Draft EIR. The resulting changes 
in VMT for these alternatives are shown in Table 3.1-6 on page 3-7 of the Draft EIR. 

For additional information, a comparison of daily transit trips and boardings to VMT, by 
alternative, is shown in Table 3 of page 18 of MTC’s Performance Measures Report for the 
2001 Regional Transportation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area (August 2001) 
(incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public 
Resources Code section 21092). 

8-H Transit accessibility is improving as shown in the Performance Measure Report for the 2001 
RTP (September 2001) (incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092). Transit’s contribution to 
mobility is situational, depending on the service provided to the desired destination, cost 
and convenience. While the RTP indicates that 77 percent of all future transportation 
revenues will go to public transit, it also projects that only about 6 percent of daily trips 
will use public transit. Please also refer to the response to comment 4-B. 
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8-I This comment does not accurately reflect the information in the Draft EIR. For example, 
Table 2.2-8 on page 2-30 of the Draft EIR shows that emissions for CO, ROG, and NOX 
are expected to decrease substantially between 1998 and 2025, the horizon year of the 
2001 RTP. This information reflects progress in improving air quality through 
transportation planning strategies as well as through stringent controls on automobile 
emissions implemented by the California Air Resources Board (http://www.arb.ca.gov). 
In addition, Table 2.2-1 of the Draft EIR illustrates that the Bay Area meets the 1-hour 
national ozone standard more than 99.9 percent of the time. From 1990 to 2000, 
Livermore is the only monitoring station that has more than one exceedance per year. Six 
stations recorded no exceedances in any year over the eleven-year period. This record has 
been achieved despite the unusually hot weather experienced in the mid-90s. (See also 
Revised 2001 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National 
Ozone Standard adopted by ABAG, BAAQMD, and MTC on October 24, 2001 
(incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public 
Resources Code section 21092).) 

8-J As noted in the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines provide that significant impacts to air 
quality would occur if the plan would: conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality attainment plan; violate any air quality standard or contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation; or result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors). The Draft EIR for the RTP 
considers these criteria to the extent reasonably feasible in a programmatic document by 
evaluating the proposed RTP in relation to overall mobile source emission trends. 

The Draft EIR calculated projected vehicle emissions for the proposed project and 
determined the significance of air quality impacts by comparing them to both the existing 
physical environment and to the “No Project Alternative” (see, e.g., Draft EIR, p. 2-29; 
see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15125; Memorandum to MTC Planning and Operations 
Committee from MTC Executive Director re: Release of Draft EIR for the 2001 RTP, 
August 10, 2001 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092).) The Draft EIR indicates that the air 
quality impacts with regard to CO, ROG, and NOX are not significant, because 
implementation of the RTP, together with state controls on vehicle emissions, will result 
in levels of emissions that are substantially lower than levels of criteria pollutants under 
existing conditions (Draft EIR, p. 2-30). This is not an adverse environmental impact 
(see, e.g., CEQA Guidelines, § 15382; see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21068.) 
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As further noted in the Draft EIR, PM10 emissions are expected to increase substantially 
with or without the project due to projected regional growth and the attendant increase 
in travel, which the Draft EIR identifies as a significant impact on a cumulative basis. 
Implementation of the 2001 RTP will mitigate the significance of cumulative PM10 
emissions because it includes programs and projects to reduce the growth in VMT. 

The statements in the Draft EIR with regard to attainability of the BAAQMD criteria are 
based on current demographic projections being used for regional planning; the Draft 
EIR’s data are more accurate than the information upon which the BAAQMD criteria 
were based. No economically or socially feasible, realistic set of strategies for future land 
use changes or transportation pricing suggests that the BAAQMD criteria can be 
achieved. Analysis of data from the Urban Mobility Study (incorporated herein by 
reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 
21092) by the Texas A&M University’s Texas Transportation Institute (“TTI”) 
(http://tti.tamu.edu) indicates that only two of the 68 metropolitan areas studied for the 
1982 to 1999 period had annual VMT growth rates that were less than or equal to 
population growth rates. Data for the 68 metropolitan areas over this timeframe indicate 
an average 1.23 percent per year growth rate in total population and a 3.25 percent per 
year growth rate in daily VMTs. As discussed above, the Draft EIR shows that emissions 
for all criteria pollutants except PM10 will decline substantially throughout the RTP 
planning horizon. 

With respect to the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, the Air District itself has stated in 
responses to recent comments on the Revised 2001 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone 
Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard adopted by ABAG, BAAQMD, 
and MTC on October 24, 2001 (incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092) “VMT/population 
growth rate comparison is intended for evaluating local plans and their consistency with 
regional air quality plans. The reason this criteria [sic] was established is because the 
California Clean Air Act sets performance standards for growth in motor vehicle use; and 
since local development decisions influence travel demand and local governments have 
sole jurisdiction over land use decisions, the District wants to encourage cities and 
counties to adopt local plans that limit growth in VMT.” (See also 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/planning/2001sip/2001sip.htm.) 

8-K Please refer to the responses to comments 8-I and 8-J. 

8-L Please refer to the responses to comments 4-B and 4-D. 
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8-M The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA to evaluate the RTP’s potentially 
significant adverse impacts on the environment. Accordingly, the Draft EIR identifies 
increases in energy consumption due to projected increases in travel associated with 
future population and employment growth in the region. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-36 - 2-38.) 
Potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation energy use are 
determined primarily by the efficiency of cars and trucks (determined at the federal level), 
and public transportation. The Draft EIR explains that tighter federal fuel efficiency 
standards would mitigate these increases to the greatest extent feasible, and further 
explains that, in contrast, analysis of differences between a wide range of RTP 
transportation alternatives reveals very little effect on overall energy 
consumption/greenhouse gas generation (see, e.g., Table 3.1-6). 

Importantly, the Draft EIR evaluates a conservative, “worst-case” scenario because, 
although it acknowledges recent developments in technologies such as hybrid engines, it 
does not assume that they come into widespread use. 

Please also refer to response to comment 4-B regarding trends in VMT. 

8-N This comment states an opinion that potential impacts related to loss of habitat and 
pollution of wetlands or streams cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. On the 
contrary, the Draft EIR evaluates these potential impacts to the extent feasible at the 
programmatic level, explains that site-specific review of transportation projects in the 
RTP will be conducted pursuant to CEQA, and identifies performance standards to 
ensure no significant adverse impacts related to biological resources, including no net loss 
of wetland acreage and value. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-76 - 2-82; see, e.g., Rio Vista Farm Bureau 
Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351.) 

8-O The commenter’s proposal to “drop certain projects that are in areas not presently 
urbanized” identifies policy concerns rather than concerns related to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, and is an inherent consideration in the site-specific “no project” analysis of 
individual RTP transportation projects. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (e).) 

8-P The Draft EIR was prepared to inform decision-makers of the potentially significant 
environmental consequences of the 2001 RTP. Toward that end, Chapter 2.11 of the Draft 
EIR provides a detailed discussion of the relationship between the transportation 
improvements proposed in the RTP and land use. Specifically, beginning on page 2-170, 
the Draft EIR discusses urbanization impacts that could result from changes in 
accessibility made by some transportation improvements. (See also Draft EIR, pp. 3-15 - 
3-16 (discussing potential growth-inducing impacts).) The transportation improvements 
proposed in the RTP are consistent with the projected and planned growth in the Bay 
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Area, as identified by ABAG in consultation with local governments, who determine 
which lands are available for new development. The 2001 RTP does not – and cannot – 
alter the amount of land allocated for development in local land use plans. At most, a 
small number of transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP could have localized 
effects on the timing of development in areas that depend on new access. (See Draft EIR, 
pp. 3-15 - 3-16.) Site-specific environmental review of these projects and their localized 
effects will be conducted as described in the Draft EIR. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 1-2 - 1-3, 
1-6 - 1-7.) 

8-Q This comment is addressed in the revised mitigation identified for Impact 2.6-3 in 
Section 2 of this document. 

8-R Under CEQA, the appropriate threshold of significance for a given environmental effect is 
simply that level at which the lead agency finds the effects to be significant; it can be 
defined as a quantitative or qualitative standard, or set of criteria, pursuant to which the 
significance of a given environmental effect may be determined. (See Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, Thresholds of Significance: Criteria for Defining Environmental 
Significance (CEQA Technical Advice Series, September 1994).) While not adopted for 
general use pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7, MTC has identified 
“significance criterion one” as an appropriate standard for evaluating the potential effects 
of the 2001 RTP, based on substantial evidence in the record. (See, e.g., ABAG’s 
Projections 2000.) Please also refer to the response to comment 8-P. 

8-S Auto dependent development is a result of residential preference factors, split commutes, 
and other influences, which may include, for example, the strong employment growth of 
Silicon Valley in the absence of proportionate residential growth; limitations on the rate 
of residential development by Bay Area cities; the imposition of growth management 
measures, including urban growth boundaries, by many Bay Area cities and counties; or 
other factors. (See, e.g., MTC Commuter Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area, 1990-
2020, Data Summary, September 1998 (incorporated herein by reference pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092.) The RTP’s 
strategies, taken as a whole, are expected to enhance mobility and access while 
minimizing environmental impacts to the extent feasible within a framework of financial 
reality. (See MTC Funding Guide and MTC Citizens’ Guide, incorporated by reference 
herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 
21092.) 

Impacts such as traffic congestion and increased air pollutant emissions result from 
regional growth that will continue to occur with or without major transportation 
improvements, since the factors most affecting potential growth are immigration, birth 
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rates of different segments of the population, housing availability and cost, job 
opportunities, and other factors. (Draft EIR, pp. 3-15 - 3-16.) Transportation investment 
in general, and increased capacity in particular, currently lag behind the growth that has 
already occurred in the Bay Area. (See, e.g., MTC Bay Area Transportation Blueprint – 
Phased Implementation Plan (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092.) Roadway lane miles 
are projected to increase by only 5 percent by the year 2025, while population is expected 
to increase by 19 percent and jobs will increase by 33 percent. The limited transportation 
system expansion contemplated in the 2001 RTP therefore will not result in traffic 
congestion impacts, beyond those created by regional growth, that require separate 
mitigation. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-10 - 2-14, 3-15 - 3-16.) 

8-T Table 2.11-4 of the Draft EIR identifies RTP projects with the potential to convert 
resource lands to transportation use. For the purposes of this analysis, agricultural lands 
classified by the California Department of Conservation under its Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program as prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of 
local importance, and grazing land were considered a resource. (See also CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G.) Agricultural lands classified as other by the Department of 
Conservation were not considered a resource due to their relatively low importance and 
the fact that their limited conversion to transportation use would not be significant at a 
regional level. The Draft EIR does indicate, however, that while on a regional level the 
conversion of resource lands to transportation use would not be significant, some 
conversion could be considered locally significant. Such impacts must be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis in the process of site-specific environmental review of RTP projects. 

8-U “[T]he sprawl which is currently planned” by cities and counties in the Bay Area is not an 
adverse impact of the 2001 RTP for which the Draft EIR can identify feasible mitigation. 
(See Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002, 21081, subd. (a), 21100, subd. (b)(3); CEQA 
Guidelines, §§ 15002, subd. (a)(3), 15021, subd. (a)(2), 15091, subd. (a)(1), 15126, subd. 
(e), 15126.4.) MTC has no land use authority and cannot directly affect growth patterns. 
To the extent reasonably feasible, MTC promotes coordination and integration of 
transportation and land use planning through participation in the Regional Agencies 
Smart Growth Initiative as well as through its Transportation for Livable Communities 
(“TLC”) program and its Housing Incentive Program (“HIP”). (Draft EIR, pp. 2-176 - 2-
177.) Please also refer to the response to comment 8-W.  

8-V Planning future land uses is outside MTC’s scope of authority and is not a purpose of the 
2001 RTP. (See California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines (December 1999), pp. 2-3 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092).) The 
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transportation planning efforts of the RTP must be based on current and reliable data 
such as the regional land use assumptions prepared by ABAG, which take into account 
local general plans. MTC is mandated by federal regulations to use the ABAG projections 
in the RTP. Please also refer to the response to comment 8-U. 

8-W The RTP addresses this concern by proposing to triple the funding for the HIP and TLC 
programs. (MTC Draft 2001 Regional Transportation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, 
August 2001, pp. 45-46, 52.) 

8-X These factors are manifestations of the projected growth in the Bay Area, upon which the 
modest transportation improvements that can be funded in the 2001 RTP have extremely 
limited effect. Please also refer to the responses to comments 4-D and 8-S. 

8-Y These comments relating to an environmentally superior alternative do not account for 
statutory restrictions on the “shifting” of funds, nor do they acknowledge the more 
fundamental issue of the general limitation related to availability of funds to operate 
expanded and new transit service. (See, e.g., MTC Funding Guide; MTC Citizens’ Guide.) 
Please also refer to the response to comment 7-E regarding the System Management 
Alternative.  

8-Z While it is true that, historically, transportation projects can change land access 
conditions and facilitate future growth, such influences of the 2001 RTP will be 
insignificant because: 

• Modifications to the existing transportation network proposed in the 2001 RTP 
are very modest, and are intended to maintain system operations, address existing 
congestion, and serve projected regional growth. Roadway expenditures are 
estimated to increase roadway capacity by only 5 percent over the 25-year 
planning horizon of the 2001 RTP. By comparison, population is expected to 
grow by 19 percent and employment by 33 percent over the same period. Nearly 
two-thirds of the entire RTP budget is devoted to transit maintenance and 
operations, and another 14 percent to road maintenance and operations. By 
devoting 80 percent of available funds to maintaining and operating the existing 
transportation network, the 2001 RTP recognizes that the first and best defense 
against sprawl is investment in the urban core. 

• The RTP does not include any new regional or sub-regional roadway corridors–
except the Highway 4 Bypass, which has been analyzed in a separate project-level 
EIR and in the previous RTP–that would create access to new non-urbanized 
areas or “open them up” for development. (See, e.g., 1998 RTP EIR, which is 
incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and 
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Public Resources Code section 21092.) Conversely, the RTP includes several new 
transit corridors, including light rail and bus corridors. 

• The region is built out to such a degree that the transportation improvements in 
the 2001 RTP will not have significant growth-inducing impacts. The 
transportation improvements themselves will play little, if any, role in expanding 
urban areas or changing the land use character of neighborhoods and districts in 
the Bay Area. 

Please also refer to the responses to comments 4-D, 8-S, and 8-X. 
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LETTER 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, SEPTEMBER 27, 
2001 

9-A This comment is addressed through revisions to Criterion of Significance 1, Summary of 
Impacts Table 2.11-4, and Method of Analysis for Section 2.11 in Section 2 of this 
document. 

9-B As noted in the Draft EIR, quantification of the potential conversion of resource lands to 
transportation use resulting from the 2001 RTP cannot be determined until the final 
design of the specific transportation improvements identified in Table 2.11-4—including 
the width and location of any new right-of-way—is complete. Accordingly, further 
assessment of the significance of potential conversion of resource lands at this conceptual, 
programmatic stage would be highly speculative and essentially meaningless. Site-specific 
review of RTP projects will be conducted in accordance with CEQA based on detailed 
design proposals for the improvements. 

9-C This comment is addressed through revisions to the mitigation for Impact 2.11-1 in 
Section 2 of this document. 
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LETTER 10 STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH, OCTOBER 1, 2001 

10-A This transmittal letter is acknowledged. The comment letter is transmitting comments 
received by the State Clearinghouse, to which written responses have been made. No 
further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 11 STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH, OCTOBER 1, 2001 

11-A This transmittal letter is acknowledged. The comment letter is transmitting comments 
received by the State Clearinghouse, to which written responses have been made. No 
further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 12 SANTA CRUZ COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
COMMISSION, SEPTEMBER 28, 2001 

12-A While near-term commute trip increases will be influenced by the downturn in the 
economy, MTC travel forecasts are predicated on a 71.4 percent increase in commuting 
from Santa Cruz County to the Bay Area, from 21,700 commuters in 2000 to 37,100 
commuters by 2020. Similarly, the commuting from Monterey to the Bay Area is 
expected to triple from 3,200 commuters in 2000 to 9,600 commuters by 2020. The 
overall level of interregional vehicle trips (from and to the Bay Area to neighboring 
counties) is projected to increase by 80.1 percent between 1998 and 2025. Thus, the Draft 
EIR does anticipate a growing influence from out-of-region commuting on future 
regional transportation requirements. 

 MTC will continue to work with the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation 
Commission (http://www.sccrtc.org), the Association of Monterey Bay Governments 
(“AMBAG”) (http://www.ambag.org), and interested parties in making the best use of 
decennial census journey-to-work data, and in creating meaningful interregional 
commuter forecasts that can be used in local and regional transportation planning 
analyses. (See (MTC Citizens’ Guide, “Planning for the Future”).) 

12-B MTC forecasts 8,000 daily commuters from Monterey County to Santa Clara County by 
the year 2020. This represents less than one percent of the daily workers commuting to 
jobs in Santa Clara County (1,274,000 in year 2020). 

12-C This comment expresses support for specific projects in the 2001 RTP and concerns the 
substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides environmental review of 
that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. A response to 
this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 
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LETTER 13 BAY AREA TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE COALITION, 
OCTOBER 3, 2001 

13-A This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 

13-B This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 

13-C Please refer to the response to comments 4-B and 4-D. 

13-D Please refer to the response to comment 7-E. 

13-E The purpose of the program EIR prepared for the 2001 RTP is to evaluate a range of 
possible transportation investments and to provide the public with information as to the 
potentially significant environmental effects of such actions prior to the Commission’s 
decision. Accordingly, the proposed RTP includes a list of illustrative projects that the 
public would like to see funded if new revenues are secured in the future. The inclusion of 
Blueprint Alternatives 1 and 2 is a reflection of this larger interest, and they could be 
adopted if the Commission determines they are feasible; this includes a decision as to 
whether it is reasonable to assume that transportation revenues will adequately increase in 
the future beyond current sources. 

The range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR provides the public and the decision-
makers with the most comprehensive disclosure of possible impacts given the speculative 
and uncertain nature of future transportation funding levels. Further, the alternatives 
analysis provides the decision-makers with flexibility in adopting the final RTP by 
anticipating the universe of projects that may be considered for Track 1 (the financially 
constrained portion of the RTP) (i.e., the Commission may choose to swap a Blueprint 
project for a track 1 project in the current RTP, as long as the funding assumptions 
remain reasonable). 

Please also refer to the response to comment 7-E. 

13-F This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (b)(8) (statutory exemption 
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from CEQA for the establishment, modification, structuring, restructuring, or approval 
of rates, tolls, fares, or other similar charges); CEQA Guidelines, § 15273 (same).) A 
response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 

13-G Please refer to the responses to comments 7-G, 8-A, and 8-U. 

13-H The requested clarifications have been incorporated into the revised project list in Section 
5 of this document. 
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LETTER 14 TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE AND EDUCATION 
FUND, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

14-A This comment letter incorporates by reference the previous comment letter submitted by 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (“TRANSDEF”) in May 2001 
during the EIR scoping period. Those comments are included herein as “Letter 14A” and 
responses are provided in this document.  

Under CEQA, an EIR must consider a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed 
project. "The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a 'rule of reason' that 
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 
The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only 
the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a 
manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making." 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f); see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association v. 
City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704; City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 
133 Cal.App.3d 401, 416-417; Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. Department of Transportation 
(9th Cir. 1997) 123 F.3d 1142 (CEQA/National Environmental Policy Act “NEPA”) case 
explaining that a court will not lightly second-guess an agency’s formulation and 
refinement of its own objectives and will uphold an alternatives analysis that reflects 
proper project objectives); see also Memorandum to MTC Planning and Operations 
Committee from MTC Executive Director re: Approval of RTP Alternatives for Review in 
Environmental Process, June 8, 2001 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092.) 

CEQA establishes no categorical legal imperative as to the scope of alternatives to be 
analyzed in an EIR. Each case must be evaluated on its own facts, which in turn must be 
reviewed in light of the statutory purpose. Analysis of every imaginable alternative or 
mitigation measure is not required; rather, CEQA is concerned with potentially feasible 
means of reducing environmental effects. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).)  

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general 
plan consistency, other plans of regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and 
whether the proponent can reasonably acquire control or otherwise have access to the 
alternative site. No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable 
alternatives. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553.) 
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The law does not require that every conceivable alternative be stated in the EIR, nor that 
the alternatives that are stated be described in every possible detail. What is required is 
that the EIR give reasonable consideration to alternatives in light of the nature of the 
project. (See, e.g., Marin Municipal Water District v. KG Land California Corporation 
(1991) 235 Cal.App.3d 1652, 1665-1666; Al Larson Boat Shop v. Board of Harbor 
Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 745-746; Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish 
and Game Commission (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 135-136.)  

TRANSDEF asserts that the Draft EIR “did not analyze any feasible alternatives to the 
proposed RTP. ” On the contrary, the Draft EIR for the RTP provides detailed 
consideration of at least four alternatives to the proposed 2001 RTP, including the No 
Project Alternative, a System Management Alternative, the Blueprint 1 Alternative, and 
the Blueprint 2 Alternative. By their nature, the proposed action and its alternatives 
represent a numerous array of feasible options — far exceeding a “reasonable range” — 
because the alternatives analysis provides the decision-makers with flexibility in adopting 
the final RTP by anticipating the universe of projects that may be considered for the RTP 
and particularly for the financially constrained portion called “Track 1" (i.e., the 
Commission may choose to swap a Blueprint project for a Track 1 project in the current 
RTP, as long as the funding assumptions remain reasonable). 

It is well settled that “[t]he discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the 
requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of 
reasonableness. The statute does not demand what is not realistically possible given the 
limitation of time, energy, and funds.” (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of 
Trustees (1979) 89 Cal. App. 3d 274, 276). In fact, “[f]our alternatives . . . represent 
enough of a variation to allow informed decision making.” (Mann v. Community 
Redevelopment Agency, 233 Cal. App. 3d 1143, 1150-1151.) Accordingly, MTC complied 
with CEQA by discussing an array of potentially feasible alternatives in the Draft EIR. 

14-A1 TRANSDEF’s comments assert that Blueprint 1 and Blueprint 2 are not alternatives to the 
RTP because “they are not fiscally constrained — the funding for them is speculative.” The 
comment states that Government Code section 65080, subdivision (b)(1) provides that 
regional transportation plans must contain fiscally constrained expenditure plans. That 
section reads as follows: 

“The regional transportation plan shall include all of the following:  

(1) A policy element that describes the transportation issues in the region. . . [t]he 
objective and policy statements shall be consistent with the funding estimates of the 
financial element. . . .  
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(3)(A) A financial element that summarizes the cost of plan implementation constrained 
by a realistic projection of available revenues. [Emphasis added.] 

Both Blueprint 1 and 2 have the ability to be implemented through future voter or 
legislative action and funded by the possible new revenue sources that have been 
identified and discussed on many occasions in the past. (Draft EIR, p. 3-3.) The new 
revenue sources are reasonable to consider and highly plausible because they represent 
“extensions of or increases to existing funding sources, or have legislative authorization to 
be developed or implemented.” (Draft EIR, p. 3-3.) Given that the sources currently exist 
and are subject to extensions or increases, or have been authorized by the Legislature, the 
Commission could determine that the funding for Blueprint 1 and 2 projects is 
potentially achievable.  

The Draft EIR does identify other potential sources of new revenue, including regional 
gas taxes, rollover of existing county sales taxes, higher bridge tolls, and making the 
contribution of the state sales tax on gasoline for transportation permanent as a proposed 
constitutional amendment on the March 2002 ballot.  

The Draft EIR also states that “MTC may adopt any of the alternatives in this EIR. 
Although federal planning regulations require that MTC identify a set of projects that can 
be delivered based on reasonably available funding, these requirements do not preclude 
MTC from adopting a plan that includes additional projects that are not financially 
constrained.” (Draft EIR, p. 3-3.) 

14-A2 This comment asserts that the proposed RTP and the System Management Alternative are 
“so similar as to not have meaningfully different impacts.” TRANSDEF bases this 
conclusion on the following: (1) both alternatives contain the same foundation of “$73.9 
billion in ‘Committed funds’”; and (2) a comparison of the alternatives in Draft EIR 
Tables 3.1-2 through 3.1-8, which illustrate the transportation and air quality impacts 
among the alternatives.  

The Draft EIR provides that the System Management Alternative is designed to improve 
the operational efficiency of the existing transportation system, such as more express bus 
service, reversible freeway lanes, and a better connected HOV and transit system. (Draft 
EIR, p. S-3.) Unlike the proposed RTP, the System Management Alternative provides 
more funding for street and road pavement maintenance shortfalls, and MTC would be 
required to pursue congestion pricing on the Bay bridges to enable funding for new 
express buses in the bridge corridors. (Draft EIR p. 3-3.)  

At its most fundamental level, TRANSDEF’s comment criticizes the methodology and 
study approach to the Draft EIR, without any factual basis. The environmental review of 
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the 2001 RTP was conducted in conformance with accepted and widely-used methods of 
transportation system planning, analysis, and decision-making. (See, e.g., Report of 
Arthur Bauer & Associates (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092); see also Southern 
California Association of Governments 2001 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
Program Environmental Impact Report, February 1, 2001 (incorporated by reference 
herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 
21092).)  

In a manner consistent with these methods, MTC honors funding commitments made in 
the three-year Transportation Improvement Program (“TIP”) (projects that are fully 
funded and are ready to be implemented through the TIP by way of design, right-of-way 
acquisition, or construction); federal funding “earmarks” that are provided to the Bay 
Area through federal legislation, and county sales tax measure projects where the sales tax 
measures provide full funding for a transportation project or program. This approach is 
consistent with CEQA, which anticipates that plans and projects evolve over time, are 
formulated in “tiers,” often through complex multi-agency consultation and review 
processes; and proposed actions do not require these agencies, at every instance, to return 
to “square one” to continually reconsider the appropriate form and impact of their long-
range planning efforts. Transportation improvements take many years to plan, review, 
design, fund, and implement, while the RTP must be updated every 2 to 3 years. If MTC 
were to ignore the years of planning that have led to these funding commitments, it 
would fail to reflect the extensive and ongoing public and local agency processes that have 
led to those commitments, and would be wasting substantial resources already invested in 
planning, engineering, and environmental analysis required to bring projects to the 
“committed” stage. 

14-A3 Please refer to the response to comment 14-A. 

14-A4 Table 3.1-8 in the Draft EIR compares the environmental effects of the alternatives to the 
proposed RTP to the extent reasonably feasible through a qualitative and numerical 
rating system. (Draft EIR, p. 3-14; see id., pp. 3-1 - 3-14.) CEQA imposes no requirement 
for a specific comparative process for evaluating alternatives in a programmatic, plan-
level EIR that will be followed by site-specific environmental review of individual 
projects. In Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 
Cal.App.4th 729, 741-746, for example, the Court of Appeal upheld a rather general 
alternatives analysis, consisting of only a total of four pages. The project at issue was the 
adoption of an updated "port master plan" that, among other things, defined the Port of 
Long Beach's five-year goal for building facilities sufficient to meet the increased demand 
for handling commercial cargo. Accordingly, the EIR was a plan-level document. The EIR 
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and plan described six anticipated port projects, including three minor landfills, which 
were intended to assist the Port in meeting its goal. The court held that EIRs for plan-level 
decisions (e.g., port master plans, regional transportation plans, general plans, etc.) need 
not address alternatives with the level of specificity appropriate in project-level EIRs. (18 
Cal.App.4th at p. 746.) 

14-B This comment states that the “Committed Funds” project list makes up the “No Project 
Alternative,” and includes funding for maintenance and operations which tend to be 
routine. TRANSDEF notes, however, that it also includes roadway expansion and State 
Transportation Improvement Plan projects, which need to be evaluated in project-
specific CEQA documents. As MTC possesses discretion in programming funds, and 
could allegedly reallocate funding to other purposes, TRANSDEF states that it is 
improper to include the expansion projects as part of a No Project Alternative. 

Under CEQA, “[t]he ‘no project’ analysis must discuss the existing conditions at the time 
the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 
time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected 
to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.6, subd. (e)(2).) In accordance with CEQA, the analysis of the “no project 
alternative” in the Draft EIR includes a discussion of existing conditions and includes 
projects that have full funding commitments and are slated to go forward, as well as fully 
funded sales tax transportation projects authorized by voters. (Draft EIR, p. 3-2.) 

Regarding the issue of MTC’s ability to reallocate funding to other purposes, the CEQA 
Guidelines provide that the “no project” analysis should discuss both existing conditions 
and those that are reasonably likely to occur. MTC’s asserted ability to reallocate funding 
is irrelevant as the funding is already committed, making the “Committed Funds” 
projects reasonably likely to occur. (See, e.g., Report of Arthur Bauer & Associates; MTC 
Funding Guide; MTC Citizens’ Guide; please also refer to the response to comment 14-
E2.) In any event, MTC cannot make such reallocations without making unrealistic 
financial assumptions in the RTP, in conflict with federal transportation planning 
requirements. (See California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines (December 1999); see also Southern California Association of Governments 
2001 Regional Transportation Plan Update Program Environmental Impact Report, 
February 1, 2001; please also refer to the response to comment 14-A2.) 

TRANSDEF further asserts that since only the Track 1 Funds are treated by the RTP as 
being subject to the discretion of the RTP planning process, the bulk of the available RTP 
revenues are not available when considering the possibility of alternative projects. “The 
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locking up of a full 91 percent of the RTP funds as ‘Committed’ prevents the formation 
and modeling of substantive alternatives” and “impermissibly limits the range of options 
available to decision makers.” In essence, TRANSDEF argues that the RTP should be 
evaluated based on the availability of all funds. This alternative is infeasible; MTC has 
determined, based on the evidence in the record, that neither Bay Area voters, other 
transportation agencies, nor the state Legislature would support, condone, or endorse the 
re-evaluation of prior funding commitments. The environmental review of the 2001 RTP 
was conducted in conformance with accepted and widely-used methods of transportation 
system planning, analysis, and decision-making. (See, e.g., Report of Arthur Bauer & 
Associates.) 

The DEIR explains, moreover, that the 2001 RTP impacts are different from the 
cumulative population and employment growth impacts that are expected to occur and 
which are largely independent from 2001 RTP policies and investments. (Draft EIR, p. 1-
7.) Please also refer to the responses to comments 4-B and 4-D.   

Furthermore, in Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992), 5 Cal. App. 4th 
351, the court held that the county did not improperly segment a project since the 
proposed project was fully evaluated for its potentially significant adverse environmental 
impacts, and any omitted specific discussions were of other projects, not the project 
under consideration. Similarly, the Draft EIR for the RTP fully evaluates the projects 
under consideration (the Track 1 projects) and omits evaluation of the Committed 
Funds, which are not projects under consideration, but rather projects that have, for all 
intents and purposes, already been approved. (See also Report of Arthur Bauer & 
Associates.) Please also refer to the response to comment 14-A2.) 

14-B1 Please refer to the response to comment 14-B. 

14-B2 Please refer to the responses to comments 14-A and 14B. 

14-C1 This comment asserts that MTC’s analytic method of using a “no project alternative” as a 
baseline, “when it contains substantial activity that will modify the environment away 
from its initial condition, is specifically prohibited by the CEQA Guidelines [section 
15126.6, subdivision (e)(1)].” This statement regarding “substantial activity” is based on 
the fact that $73.9 billion in “Committed Funds” and other significant projects comprise 
the “no project” alternative. Further, TRANSDEF states that if the impacts of the build 
alternatives were compared to existing conditions, a large number of additional 
significant impacts would be identified, thus the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the cumulative 
impacts.  
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 CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (e)(1), states that the no project 
alternative analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the proposed project’s 
environmental impacts may be significant, unless it is identical to the existing 
environmental setting analysis which does establish that baseline. The “no project” 
alternative shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the environmental analysis is 
commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected in the future.  

 In the instant case, the Draft EIR appropriately determined the significance of the RTP’s 
impacts by comparing them to both the existing physical environment and to the “No 
Project Alternative,” which includes the existing conditions at the time the environmental 
analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected in the future. (See, 
e.g., Draft EIR, p. 2-29; see also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15125; 15126.6, subd. (e)(1); please 
also refer to the response to comment 14-A2.) It should be noted that although specific 
projects in the RTP may result in site specific project level impacts (such as impacts to 
biological resources), the RTP does not cause adverse traffic, transportation, or air quality 
impacts; it has been formulated to reduce traffic congestion, VMTs, and the associated air 
quality impacts over time. Therefore, the relevant inquiry is the degree to which the 
proposed plan would in fact lessen or avoid otherwise anticipated impacts — thus, the 
Draft EIR’s comparison to the “no project” alternative scenario, including “committed 
projects” that will occur with or without the RTP, is necessary and appropriate. (See, e.g., 
Report of Arthur Bauer & Associates; Southern California Association of Governments 
2001 Regional Transportation Plan Update Program Environmental Impact Report, 
February 1, 2001.) 

14-C2 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it fails “to properly 
evaluate the cumulative impacts of regional growth.” In compliance with CEQA, the 
Draft EIR was prepared to inform decision-makers of the potentially significant 
environmental consequences of the 2001 RTP, including such consequences on a 
cumulative basis. Toward that end, Chapter 2.11 of the Draft EIR provides a detailed 
discussion of the relationship between the transportation improvements proposed in the 
RTP and land use, and evaluates the general land use implications of the proposed RTP 
and a range of alternatives over time and in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable 
future projects. Specifically, beginning on page 2-170, the Draft EIR discusses 
urbanization impacts that could result from changes in accessibility made by some 
transportation improvements. (See also Draft EIR, pp. 2-165 - 2-177 (Section 2.11, Land 
Use); id. at pp. 3-15 - 3-16 (discussing potential growth-inducing impacts).) The 
transportation improvements proposed in the RTP are consistent with the projected and 
planned growth in the Bay Area, as identified by ABAG in consultation with local 
governments.  
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 Please also refer to the responses to comment 4-B, 4-D, 7-A, 8-B, and 8-J. 

14-D1 This comment states that the Draft EIR identifies a “troubling series of significant 
impacts” resulting from “25 years of suburban growth,” yet does not identify mitigation 
measures. Any potentially significant impacts resulting from “25 years of suburban 
growth” are the proper subject of environmental documents prepared for the 
discretionary agency actions that permit such growth. MTC has no land use authority and 
cannot directly affect growth patterns. To the extent reasonably feasible, MTC promotes 
coordination and integration of transportation and land use planning through 
participation in the Regional Agencies Smart Growth Initiative as well as through its TLC 
program and its HIP program. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-176 - 2-177.) Please also refer to the 
responses to comments 4-B, 4-D, and 8-W. 

14-D2 TRANSDEF alleges that the RTP failed to consider any low-cost mitigation measures as 
set forth in the California Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines, including 
analyses of transportation demand management strategies. TRANSDEF has also proposed 
“an extensive” system of Transportation Control Measures (“TCMs”) to reduce the 
impacts of sprawl. TRANSDEF seeks evidence in the record to support findings that the 
TCMs proposed by TRANSDEF are infeasible.  

 MTC has conducted and documented a review of TCMs in the analysis of “Reasonably 
Available Control Measures” in the Revised 2001 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone 
Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard (October 24, 2001) 
(incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public 
Resources Code section 21092). (Please also refer to the response to comment 14-M.) 
TRANSDEF, on the other hand, provides no evidence that these measures are feasible or 
practical, or even that they are effective. In fact, TRANSDEF admits that “further details” 
are needed to implement their proposed measures. An EIR need not analyze every 
imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with feasible means of 
reducing environmental effects. Under the CEQA Guidelines, a mitigation measure is 
“feasible” if it is “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15364.) Where mitigation measures 
proposed by project critics are obviously infeasible, an EIR is not deficient for failing to 
discuss them. (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified 
School District (1994) 24 Cal. App. 4th 826, 843; see Report of Arthur Bauer & Associates.)  

 Please also refer to the responses to comments 14-M through 14-T. 
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14-E1 This comment asserts that many of the mitigation measures proposed for cumulative 
impacts require implementation by other jurisdictions, but fail to require those 
jurisdictions by agreement to implement the measures. In so stating, TRANSDEF cites 
Draft EIR page 2-101, which provides that mitigation measures will be effective “if 
incorporated by project sponsors.” Prior to that section, however, on page 2-99, the Draft 
EIR explains that “project sponsors shall commit to mitigation measures at the time of 
certification or approval of project-related environmental documents.” This approach 
fully complies with CEQA. (See, e.g., Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano 
(1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 375-377.) 

 Furthermore, mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be 
significant. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) The duty to mitigate arises only if 
the impacts of the project are significant and adverse. Impacts such as traffic congestion 
and increased air pollutant emissions result from regional growth that will continue to 
occur with or without major transportation improvements, since the factors most 
affecting potential growth are immigration, birth rates of different segments of the 
population, housing availability and cost, job opportunities, and other factors. (Draft 
EIR, pp. 3-15 - 3-16.) Transportation investment in general, and increased capacity in 
particular, currently lag behind the growth that has already occurred in the Bay Area. This 
condition will continue to be true in the future as well. Roadway lane miles are projected 
to increase by only 5 percent by the year 2025, while population is expected to increase by 
19 percent and jobs will increase by 33 percent. The limited transportation system 
expansion contemplated in the 2001 RTP therefore will not result in significant adverse 
traffic congestion or air quality impacts that require mitigation. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-10 - 2-
14, 3-15 - 3-16.) 

 The evidence in the record demonstrates that the only significant adverse impacts 
anticipated to occur are as a result of regional growth on a cumulative basis, not as a 
result of implementation of the RTP. When cumulative effects are involved, CEQA 
anticipates that the only feasible mitigation may entail local agency adoption of 
ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-
project basis. (Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (c); San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. 
City and County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1526; see also Native 
Sun/Lyon Communities v. City of Escondido (1993) 15 Cal.App.4th 892, 908 ("[u]nder 
CEQA the choice of how to allocate mitigation of cumulative impacts remains 
discretionary with the local entity").)  

 Moreover, in devising mitigation measures, "a public agency may exercise only those 
express or implied powers provided by law other than [CEQA]." (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21004; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15040, subd. (b); Corona-Norco Unified Sch. Dist. v. 
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City of Corona (1993) 13 Cal.App.4th 1577, 1587; Kenneth Mebane Ranches v. Superior 
Court (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 276, 291; San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and 
County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1525; Concerned Citizens of South 
Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified School District (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 842.) 
Changes in land use development patterns are not a mitigation option available to MTC, 
which has no land use authority to affect growth patterns or congestion levels.  

 Please also refer to the responses to comments 4-B and 4-D. 

14-E2 TRANSDEF states that MTC may have the authority to condition the funding of other 
jurisdictions on compliance with land use criteria. This statement is based solely on a 
letter from the California Air Resources Board stating its understanding that MTC can 
allocate funding based on priorities specified in the RTP, and that the contents of the RTP 
are decided by MTC.  

 MTC’s scope of authority and funding allocation methods in formulating the RTP are 
based on, and consistent with, the requirements and limitations of federal and state law. 
(See, e.g., Report of Arthur Bauer & Associates; California Transportation Commission 
Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines (December 1999).  

 Please also refer to the response to comment 14-E1. 

14-E3 This comment suggests that the mitigation monitoring and reporting program should 
have been circulated to the public with the EIR. CEQA does not require the inclusion of 
such a program within a draft or final EIR: 

 "The law clearly contemplates otherwise, for the mitigation monitoring program is 
required to be adopted '[w]hen making the findings required' (§ 21081.6), and those 
findings are made after considering the final EIR. (See § 21081; Guidelines, § 15091.) 
Nothing in CEQA or the Guidelines requires the mitigation monitoring plan to be in the 
EIR."  

 (Christward Ministry v. County of San Diego (1993) 13 Cal.App.4th 31, 49; see also Leonoff 
v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337, 1356-1357 
(recirculation of a mitigated negative declaration was not triggered by the apparent 
addition, after the public review period, of three conditions of approval that "appear[ed] 
to be in the nature of the monitoring program required by Code section 21081.6 of a 
public agency that has imposed mitigating conditions on a project").) 

14-F Please refer to the responses to comments 8-J and 15-D. 
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14-G Please refer to the responses to comments 4-D and 14-E1. 

14-H Please refer to the response to comment 8-M. 

14-I Please refer to the response to comment 14-E1. 

14-J Please refer to the responses to comments 14-D1 and 14-E1. 

14-K Please refer to the responses to comments 7-A, 7-C, 7-G, 8-A, 8-U, 14-D1 and 14-E1. 

14-L Table 2.1-3 in the Draft EIR presents information regarding “Projected Person Trips 
Between Counties in the Year 2025,” as part of the chapter describing the physical 
environmental conditions for the project, or the “environmental setting.” (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15125, subds. (a), (b), and (c) (the EIR should discussion the regional 
setting in which the proposed project should operate).) The RTP is a regional plan and 
the regional setting in which it would be implemented is thoroughly described; the 
requested information is beyond the scope of this discussion. 

14-M The listed Transportation Control Measures (“TCMs”) were evaluated by MTC pursuant 
to the Reasonable Available Control Measure (“RACM”) analysis in the Revised 2001 San 
Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard 
adopted by ABAG, BAAQMD, and MTC on October 24, 2001 (please also refer to the 
response to comment 8-J). All TCMs in the federal ozone attainment plan have been or 
will be implemented through the funding allocations in the RTP. (See, e.g., BAAQMD 
Transportation Fund for Clean Air Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2000/01 (March 2001) 
(incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public 
Resources Code section 21092); please also refer to the responses to comments 7-A, 8-U, 
8-V, 14-D1, and 14-E2.)  

 Since TRANSDEF’s TCM suggestions were addressed in the federal ozone attainment 
plan, the function of the RTP is to ensure funding for TCMs that were adopted, not to 
reevaluate these TCMs in the RTP. Further, TRANSDEF provides no evidence that these 
measures are feasible or practical, or even that they are effective. In fact, TRANSDEF 
admits that “further details” are needed to implement their proposed measures. An EIR 
need not analyze every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with 
feasible means of reducing environmental effects. Under the CEQA Guidelines, a 
mitigation measure is “feasible” if it is “capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15364.) Where 
mitigation measures proposed by project critics are obviously infeasible, an EIR is not 
deficient for failing to discuss them. (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. 
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Los Angeles Unified School District (1994) 24 Cal. App. 4th 826, 843; see Report of Arthur 
Bauer & Associates.) 

 Moreover, in 1995 the California Legislature acted to prohibit public agencies from 
requiring an employer to implement an employee trip reduction program. Health and 
Safety Code, section 40717.9, eliminates employee trip reduction programs as one of the 
types of mitigation that agencies can impose under CEQA. While TRANSDEF’s measures 
are not defined as employee trip reduction programs, they are similar in that they 
mandate commuter choice programs that serve to reduce employee trips. 

14-N Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-O Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-P Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-Q Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-R Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-S Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-T Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-U Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 
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LETTER 14A TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE AND EDUCATION 
FUND, MAY 4, 2001 (EMAIL TRANSMITTAL DATED 5/7/01) 

14A-A Please refer to the responses to comments 7-E, 7-F, 14-A, and 14-A1. 

14A-B Please refer to the responses to comments 7-E, 7-F, 8-G, 14-A, 14-A1, and 15-B. 

14A-C Please refer to the responses to comments 7-E, 7-F, 14-A, and 14-A1. 

14A-D Please refer to the responses to comments 7-E, 7-F, 14-A, and 14-A1. 

14A-E Please refer to the responses to comments 14-A2 and 14-B. 

14A-F Please refer to the responses to comments 14-D2, 15-E1, and 14-M through 14-T. 

14A-G This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 

14A-H This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 

14A-I This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 
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LETTER 15 LATINO ISSUES FORUM, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

15-A The growth in VMT in the Bay Area is due to both the substantial increases in population 
(22.5 percent), total employment (40.0 percent), labor force (37.1 percent), as well as the 
location of growth which contributes to the length of trips (average vehicle trip lengths 
for commute trips are expected to increase from an average of 10.0 miles per trip in 1998 
to 11.5 miles per trip by 2025, a 14.9 percent increase). In addition, growth in household 
auto ownership is predicted to increase by 28.2 percent. Thus, demographic forces 
primarily account for additional VMT. Implementation of the RTP would not cause 
significant additional vehicle activity. Rather, the 2001 RTP includes programs and 
projects to reduce growth in VMT that is otherwise expected to occur. 

15-B MTC has gone to great lengths to solicit public input on the 2001 RTP and the Draft EIR 
through extensive consultation and public outreach efforts (see, e.g., MTC Public Outreach & 
Involvement Program – Phase 1 Summary Report, June 2001; MTC Public Outreach Notebook, 
April 2000 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and 
Public Resources Code section 21092). For example, in September and October 2001, MTC held 
eight public meetings in locations around the region to present the RTP and to receive comments 
from interested citizens. These meetings were in addition to the 29 workshops conducted in the 
spring prior to the release of the Draft RTP. MTC also conducted an online survey and received 
comments on the Draft RTP via e-mail. Moreover, MTC held a formal public hearing at the 
September 26, 2001, Commission meeting. 

A 49-day public review period for the Draft EIR was provided in compliance with CEQA, and the 
document was made available in libraries located throughout the nine-county region and at the 
MTC-ABAG Library in Oakland. Notice of availability of the Draft EIR was published in major 
newspapers throughout the nine-county region and posted at the offices of the county recorder 
for each of these counties. In addition, this notice was posted on MTC’s website at 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov, and was sent to over 400 persons, organizations, and public agencies 
throughout the region. Furthermore, this document responds to all comments received on the 
Draft EIR, including those such as the instant letter that were received after the close of the public 
comment period. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.) MTC’s process has fully complied with, and 
exceeded by far, the public review requirements of CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15087; see 
also id., §§ 15085, 15105.)  

15-C Implementation of the RTP would not cause significant additional vehicle activity. 
Rather, the 2001 RTP includes programs and projects to reduce growth in VMT that is otherwise 
expected to occur. Please see the responses to comments 4-D, 8-U, and 8-Z. 

15-D Ozone problems are regional in nature and have been evaluated in detail in the Revised 
2001 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard 
prepared by ABAG, BAAQMD, and MTC. (See also Draft 2001 Regional Transportation Plan for 
the San Francisco Bay Area (August 2001), p. 182.) The Plan is a regional strategy to further 
reduce air pollution emissions that cause violations of the federal ozone standard set by the 
Environmental Protection Agency to protect public health. The Plan contains stronger industrial, 
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mobile source, and transportation control measures, and was prepared based on extensive public 
input, including six community meetings in the month of August 2001. Implementation of the 
Plan will result in more than a 20 percent reduction in both volatile organic compounds and 
oxides of nitrogen—the main “ingredients” in ground level ozone—by the year 2006. 

The highest ozone concentrations have been experienced in inland valleys and for a few hours 
over a few days. The highest ozone readings are typically recorded in Concord and Livermore, 
which do not have disproportionately large minority populations. Please also refer to the 
responses to comments 4-B, 4-D, 8-U, and 8-Z. 

15-E This comment requests funding for LifeLine Transit in the 2001 RTP and concerns the 
substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides environmental review of that plan. 
The comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. A response to this comment on 
the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 

15-F This comment pertains to transit fare increases in the 2001 RTP and concerns the 
substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides environmental review of that plan. 
The comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. A response to this comment on 
the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. Please also refer to the response to comment 8-G 
regarding MTC’s compliance with public participation requirements. 

15-G This comment requests funding for subsidized student bus passes for lower-income 
students in the 2001 RTP and concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which 
provides environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 

15-H This comment requests funding for a bicycle and pedestrian access and safety program in 
the 2001 RTP and concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues under 
CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 
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LETTER 16 BIKE THE BRIDGE COALITION, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

16-A This comment requests the inclusion of demand-dynamic bicycle shuttles in the 2001 
RTP and concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 
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LETTER 17 MARIN COUNTY BICYCLE COALITION, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

17-A This comment requests the funding for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects in 
the 2001 RTP and concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which 
provides environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental 
issues under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 
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LETTER 18 NORTHWEST INFORMATION CENTER, SEPTEMBER 20, 2001 

18-A Comment noted. MTC acknowledges the assistance provided by Northwest Information 
Center staff in the preparation of the cultural resources impact analysis of the Draft EIR 
for the 2001 RTP. As stated in the Draft EIR, MTC requires project sponsors to comply 
with CEQA and/or NEPA prior to project approval by MTC. 

 


